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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-54 are pending in this action. 



2. 



PCT/US04/37698 is a continuation of the instant application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, "synchronizing the 
transaction boundaries" in order to complete the processing of the plurality of data records (as 
per claims 1, 26 and 53) or to complete the series of transformations (as per claims 12, 37 and 
54), which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. The dependent claims recite the setting of transaction 
boundaries is performed based on the row count, time stamp, the result of previous data 
transformation, or user-defined rules; however, how these transaction boundaries are related to 
perform the synchronization was not described in the specification. 

4. Claims 1-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claims (claims 1, 12, 26, 37, 53 and 54) contains subject 
matter, "synchronizing the transaction boundaries" to complete data processing or data 
transformation, which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one 
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skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or 
use the invention. The specification repeatedly discloses synchronizing the transaction 
boundaries without describing how the transaction boundaries were synchronized in order to 
complete the data processing or transformation. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1, 7-8, 12, 18-19, 26, 32-33, 37, 43-44, and 51-54 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 1, there is insufficient antecedent basis for "the data set" at line 4 and 
"the one or more transaction sets" at line 5. It is unclear whether "the data set" is "one or more 
data sets". Also, the recitation of "processing each of the data set thereby producing a 
multiplicity of results from the one or more transaction sets" renders the claim vague and 
indefinite because it's unclear how to processing each of the data set from the one or more 
transaction sets. 

Regarding claims 7, 18, 32, and 43, the claims recite "the rules comprising one ore more 
tables in a database" which is vague. Does it mean that the rules implementing on one ore more 
table? 

Regarding claims 7, 8, 18, 19, 32, 33 and 43-44, there is insufficient antecedent basis for 
"the rule". It is unclear whether "the rule" is one or more rules. 
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Regarding claims 12, 37 and 54, there is insufficient antecedent basis for "said series of 
set-based transformations" at line 9, lines 10-11, and lines 10-11 respectively. 

Regarding claims 26 and 53, there is insufficient antecedent basis for "said data set" at 
line 4 and line 6 respectively. It is unclear whether "said data set" is "one or more data sets". 

Regarding claims 51 and 52, the claims recite, "a computer program product 
implementing the system" of claims 26 and 37. However, claims 26 and 37 recite a system 
having means plus functions, therefore the claimed language is vague. The Applicants is 
respectfully suggested that "a computer program product" needed to comprise computer readable 
medium storing functions steps of claims 26 and 37. 

Due to the vagueness and a lack of clear definition of the terminology and phrases used in 
the specification and claims, the claims have been treated on their merits as best understood by 
the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-7, 11-18, 22-32, 36-43 and 47-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kori (US 6,397,223), in view of Miller (US 2004/0010538). 

Regarding claims 1, 26 and 53, Kori discloses a method, a system and a computer 
readable medium for processing a plurality of data records, comprising: 
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• setting transaction boundaries (predetermined N records) among said plurality of 
data records thereby dividing the plurality of data records into one or more data 
sets (record groups 1 1) (See col. 5, lines 10-15); 

• processing each of the data set thereby producing a multiplicity of results from the 
one or more transaction sets (As best understood, "the one or more transaction 
sets" is construed as the same as one or more data sets, and the function of 
processing each of the data set thereby producing a multiplicity of results being 
described by Kori in col. 5, lines 17-35); and 

• completing the processing of the plurality of data records by combining said 
multiplicity of results ("transposed file is generated", See col. 5, lines 37-52). 

However, Kori is silent as to completing the processing of the plurality of data records by 
synchronizing the transaction boundaries. On the other hand, Miller teaches synchronizing the 
transaction boundaries (See page 3, paragraph [0035, lines begin with "this timestamp 530 is a 
timestamp that is generated from a time source that is synchronized. . ."] and paragraph [0037]). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to completing the processing of the plurality of data records by synchronizing the 
transaction boundaries as suggested by Miller. The motivation would have been enable the 
consistency among data record groups. Applicant please notes that the action being described as 
"synchronizing the transaction boundaries" is vague and indefinite giving the lack of support 
found in the specification. As best understood, the "synchronizing the transaction boundaries" is 
construed as the same function being described by Miller. 
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Regarding claims 12, 37 and 54, Kori discloses a method, a system and a computer 
readable medium method for performing a series of transformations on a plurality of data 
records, wherein said series of transformations initiate at a source (original file) and conclude at 
a target (transposed file) (See col. 5, lines 9-60), said method comprises: 

• setting transaction boundaries (predetermined N records) among said plurality of 
data records at said source thereby dividing the plurality of data records into one 
or more data sets (record groups 11) (See col. 5, lines 10-15); 

• propagating the transaction boundaries through the series of transformations from 
the source to the target (See col. 5, lines 13-15 and lines 30-35); 

• performing said series of transformations based on the one or more data sets 
thereby producing a multiplicity of results from said series of set-based 
transformations (See col. 5, lines 17-35); and 

• completing the series of transformations by combining said multiplicity of results 
("transposed file is generated", See col. 5, lines 37-52). 

However, Kori is silent as to completing the series of transformations by synchronizing 
the transaction boundaries. On the other hand, Miller teaches synchronizing the transaction 
boundaries (See page 3, paragraph [0035, lines begin with "this timestamp 530 is a timestamp 
that is generated from a time source that is synchronized. . ."] and paragraph [0037]). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
completing the processing of the plurality of data records by synchronizing the transaction 
boundaries as suggested by Miller. The motivation would have been enable the consistency 
among data record groups. Applicant please notes that the action being described as 
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"synchronizing the transaction boundaries" is vague and indefinite giving the lack of support 
found in the specification. As best understood, the "synchronizing the transaction boundaries" is 
construed as the same function being described by Miller. 

Regarding claims 2, 13, 27 and 38, Kori/Miller discloses wherein the setting of 
transaction boundaries is performed based on the row count of the data records (record count = 
row count, col. 5, lines 13-15, Kori et al). 

Regarding claims 3, 14, 28, and 39, Kori/Miller discloses wherein the setting of 
transaction boundaries is performed based on the time stamp of the data records (See paragraph 
[0037], Miller et al.). 

Regarding claims 4, 15, 29 and 40, Kori/Miller discloses wherein the setting of 
transaction boundaries is performed based on the result of a previous data transformation (See 
col. 4, lines 43-58, Kori et al.). 

Regarding claims 5, 16, 30 and 41 Kori/Miller discloses wherein the setting of 
transaction boundaries is performed based on a user-defined logic, wherein the user-defined 
logic is one or more rules defined by a user (See col. 5, lines 13-15, wherein Kori discloses user- 
defined rules as division is based on units of predetermined N records). 
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Regarding claims 6, 17, 31 and 42, Kori/Miller discloses wherein the user-defined logic 
is on a real-time basis (See col. 4, lines 50-55 and col. 5, lines 9-15, Kori et al.). 

Regarding claims 7, 18, 32 and 43, Kori/Miller discloses wherein the rules comprise one 
or more tables in a database (See col. 5, lines 10-15, Kori et al.). 

Regarding claims 1 1, 25, 36, and 50, Kori/Miller discloses wherein said processing 
comprises at least one of insert, update, delete, aggregation, rank, sort, sequence, and join (See 
col. 5, lines 17-45, Kori et al). 

Regarding claims 22 and 47, Kori/Miller discloses wherein the propagating comprises 
setting and maintaining one or more transaction queues capable of defining the boundaries of the 
data sets (See paragraphs [0033-0034], Miller et al). 

Regarding claims 23 and 48, Kori/Miller discloses wherein the transaction queues 
comprise one or more tables in a database (See paragraph [0033], Miller et al.). 

Regarding claims 24 and 49, Kori/Miller discloses wherein said transaction queues are 
maintained in a computer memory (See Message Queue 830, Fig. 1, Miller et al.). 
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Regarding claims 51 and 52, Kori/Miller discloses a computer program product 
implementing the system of claims 26 and 37 (See Fig. 3, Kori et al.). 

7. Claims 8-10, 19-21, 33-35 and 44-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kori (US 6,397,223), in view of Miller (US 2004/0010538), further in view of 
Agrawal (US 6,230,151). 

Regarding claims 8, 19, 33 and 44, Kori/Miller discloses all the claimed subject matter as 
set forth above. However, Kori/Miller is silent as to wherein the rules comprise one or more 
statements defining relationships and actions in a suitable programming language. On the other 
hand, Agrawal teaches the rules comprise one or more statements defining relationships and 
actions in a suitable programming language such as SQL (See col. 1, lines 40-50 Agrawal et al.). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to use SQL programming language to define relationships and action. The motivation 
would have been to enhance the ability of accessing the data base system of the Kori/Miller by 
using SQL programming language-comprising statements (rules) (See col. 1, lines 49-50). 
Agrawal et al.). 

Regarding claims 9, 20, 34 and 45, Kori/Miller/ Agrawal discloses wherein the suitable 
programming language is one of Generation III Languages (3GL), Generation IV Languages 
(4GL), and Generation V (5GL) Languages (See col. 1, lines 40-50 Agrawal et al.). 
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Regarding claims 10, 21, 35, and 46, Kori/Miller/Agrawal discloses wherein the suitable 
programming language is an expert system tool (See col. 1, lines 40-50 Agrawal et al.). 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Harper U.S Patent No. 7,024,401 discloses partition boundary determination using 
random sampling on very large databases. 

Brunner US 2003/0083822 discloses systems and methods for monitoring behavior 
informatics. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Merilyn P Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-4026. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 571-273-8300 for regular 
communications and 703-746-7240 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



MN 

September 25, 2006 




